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Senator Kussell Feingold 
U.S. Senate 
506 llan Scnate Office Building 
" ' - ~ ' ~ % m m ~ ,  DC 20510-0001 

Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feingold 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends. family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance. pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fer tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumeIs, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it,would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fonuard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Siiiccrely. 

Diarra Drivcr 

cc: 
'The Federal Communicatibns Cornrnission 
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.nator Paul Sarbanes 
-note 

SenateOfficeBuilding 
.. DC 20510-0001 

al-State Joint Boardon UnivedSewiceCCDocket C6-45 

L)Mr henotor Sarbanes: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissiond (FCC) position to change the Universal Semice 

Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of yourconstituents, including me. my friends, family and neighbors, 
will be negatively impacted by theunfairchangepropodby theFCC. 

As you kouw.USFiscvnently collectedonarevenuehais. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. Il t h e F C C h g e s  
that siptein toallatfee, that meansthatsomeonewhousesonethousandminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthe~me 
amount into the fundassomeonewhouse. zerominutesof longdistauceamontb Constituentswho- their limitadresour- 
wisely should not be penalidfordoing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcauaemany lowvolumelong distanceuaers,li~etudents,prepeidwirelessusers,senio,citirensandlow- 
income restdentid and N X ~  consumers, to Bive up their phones due to undordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
thefunding burdenof theUSFf~omhighvolumatolow-volumeu~nisradicalandunn-~. Inaddition,it wouldhavea 
highly detrimentaleffect onsmall businessesallacrmAmerica. 
The Keep USF Fair Caalition, d which1 am a membegkeeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newletten andup 
todate informationon theirweboite.i.dudinglinks toFCCinformatioa. WhileIamaware that federallawdoes not require 
companies torecover, or"-along'th-f- to theircustomers thereality is that they do. Asaconsumer IwouldlikeensureI 
amchargeAlairly. IftheFCCgOestoanumbers taxed,mysemicewillmst more. IhdaccordingtotheCoalition'srecent 
meetings with top FCCofficials, theFCC has plans to change to a flat feesystem 80011 and without legislation. 

Iwillcontinue tomonitordevelopmentson theissueandcontinue tospreadthewo~dtomycommunity. Irequest youpass 
along mq concezns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect thase in your 
constituency 

Thank qou Io~yourcoatinuedwo~kandIlookforward toheatingabout yourpmitionon this matter. 

Sincerelq. 

Delmn Windsor 

cc: 

The Federal Communications Gmmianion 
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ShamnRUp DEC R 0 2005 
10165 Ulmerton Rd. #1Z, Larro, FL 33771 i 

Senator Bill Nelson 
U.S. Senate 
716 Hart Senate CXfice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject:Re:Federal-State Joint Boardon UniversalSewiceCCDket96-45 

D e a r  Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commission; (FCC) position to change the Universal Sewice 
Fund(USF)collection method toamonthly flat fee. Many of yourconstituentsincluding me, mg friends family and ne&bo* 
willbenegatively impactedbg theunfairchangepropxedby theFCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collwted on a rewnue his. People who use more p y  more into the system. If the FCC changes 
that syatemtoaflatfee,that m~nsthatsomeonewhousesonethou~ndminutesamonthof longdistance,pysthesame 
mount into thefundassomeonewhousesrerominutffioflongdistanceamontb Constituentswhouse theirlimitedresouren. 
wisely shouldnot bepenahzedfordoing so. 

Aflat feetaxcouldcausemany low-volumelong distamceuserslikestudentsp~e~wireleMusera,~niorciti~ensandlow- 
income residential and rural mnsumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
thefundingbu~denoftheUSFfromh~h~lumetolow-volumeuse~~radicalandunnecessa~. Inadditio~itwouldhayea 
highly detrimental effect on small husine-sal1 across America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,ofwhichIamamembe~,kkeeps meinformedabout theUSFisPuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
to date information on their webbite, including links toFCC information. While1 am aware that federal law doe  not require 
companies to recover, or "pm along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 
amchargedfairly. IftheFCCg-toanu&rs taxalrnygemicewillcartmore. Andaccording totheCoalition'srecent 
meetingswithtopFCCofficialstheFCChasplenstochangetoaflatfeesystemaoonandwithoutlegislation. 

1-11 continue to monitor developments on the issueandcontinue tospread the word to my community. I request YOUPUSS 

along my conceinstotheFCConmybehelf,lettingthemk~owhowaflatfeetaxcoulddts~~oportionatelyaffed t hwinyour  
constituency. 

Thank~ouforyourcontinuedworkandIlwkforward tohearing about yourp~sitionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Sharon Rop 

., , 
cc: 
The FederdChimuni&tions Commission 
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I 
. I d s  Veal 
190 Montego B a y  Road, Milladgeville, GA 31061-9426 i "tC 3 0 2005 

Senator Johnny b&on 
US.Senate 
120Russell Senateoffice Building 
Wa&ington,DCZ0510-00011 

Subject ReFederal-State Joint Boardon Universal Senice CCDocket 96-45 

Dear Senator Is&on: 

I have serious concerns reearding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change tbe Universal Service 

Fund (USF) collection method toa monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neigkbora, 
willbenegatively impctedby theunfairchangepropxedby tbeKC. 

Asyouknow,USFiscunently collectedonarevenuehis. Peoplewhowemorepay moreintothesystem. IftheKCchanges 
thatsystem toaflatfee,thnt meanathatsomeonewhousesonetbousandminutwamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into thefundassomwnewhousea~~ominuteaof longdiatancea month. Constituentswhouse their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee taxcouldcause many low-volumelong distance .~ers,li~etudents,p*epidwirelessusers,seniorciti~ns andlow- 
income residential and mral consumers, to give up their phonea due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USFfrom high volume to low-wlume usem is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
&hly detrimental effect on small busineesall  across America. 
TheKeepUSFFail.CoalitioaofwhichIama member, keepsmeinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todate information o? their webite, including links to Kcinformation. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companies torecove~,o,"pasaalong"thesefees totheircustomera,tbe~eality is that they do. AsaconsumerIwouldlikeensureI 
amchargedfairly. lftheKCgoeatoanumberstaxd,my servicewillcost more. Andaccording t o t h e W i t i o n ' s z e n t  
metingrwith top KCofficials, theFCC has plans to change to aflat fee system soon and without legislation. 

Iwillcontiauetomonitordevelopmentaon theissueandcontinuetospreadthewordtomycommunity. Irequest youpass 
alongmyconce~nstotheFCConmybehalf,lettingthem kaowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisproportionately affect thcsein your 
constituency. 

Thankgouforyourcontinuedwo~kandIlookforward to hearing about yourposition on thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Judy Veal 

cc: 
The Federal Communiqations Commiwion 
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November 1,2005 11:41 AM 

Senator ElizabethDole 
US. Senate 
555 Dirksen Senate office Building 
Washingtoa,DC20510-OOOl 

Subject:Re:Federal-State Joint h d o n  UniversalServiceCChket 96-45 

Dear Senator Dole: 

I have serious concern8 regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) pollition to change the Univerd Service 
Fund(USF)mllection method toamonthly flat fee. Many of y o u r ~ n J t i t u e a t ~ i . c l u d i ~  me, myf~iends,family andneighborn, 
willbe negatiyely impacted by t h e u n f a i r c h a n g e p r b y  theFCC. 

Asyouknau,USFis~nentlycollectedonarewnuebaais. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
thatsystem toaflat fee.that meansthatsomeonewhouseoonethouMndminutesamonthoflongdiatance,paysthesame 
amount into thefundassomeonewhous~rerominuteaoflongdiata2lceamonth. Constituentswhouse their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalizedfordoing so. 

Aflat fee tax muld came many law-volumelong diatance -18, like students, prepaidwirelelees uaers, senior citizen^ and low- 
income residential and rural consumern, to give up their phones due to unallordable monthly increases on their b i b .  Shifting 
thefunding burdenof theUSFfrom highvolume tolow-volumeusernis,adicalandunn-ssary. Inaddition,it wouldhavea 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all amom America 
TheKeepUSFFairCoelition,of whichlamamember. keepsme infomedabout theUSFissuewithmonthlq newslettersandup 
to date information on their webite, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that federal law does not require 
companiesto~ecowr,o~"palong"thesefeestotheircustomara, thereality irthat they do. Asacon~me~Iwould l~eensureI  
amcha-rgedfairly. If tbeFCCg-toanumbem taxedmysenricewillautmore. Aodacco~dingtotheCoalitionbr-nt 
mBetingswithtoprCCoffi=~~ theFCChasplans tochange toaflat feesystemsoonandwithout legidation. 

Iwillcontiauetomonitordevelopmentsontheissueand~ntinueto~readthewo~dtomycommunity. Ireguest y o u p  
along my concern totheFCConmy behaltletting them~owhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisp~oportionatelyalled thaseinyour 
constituency. 

Thank~ouforyourcontinuedwo~kandIlwkforwa~dtohearingaboutyourpoaitiononthismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Rose 

cc 
The Federd Communications Commission 
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Douglas Merwin I n r ~  n 5 - 
521 Jessup Grove Church Road, Pilot Mountain, NC 27041 k L 4 - u  

L 

Senator Elizabeth Dole 
U.S. Senate 
555 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Dole: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents-ivho use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF kom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
uniiecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do, As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas Merwin 

, . ,  
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. /  ., cc: 
The Federal Comunications Commission ' . .  
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Diane David 
14104 Birchwood Drive, Biloxi, MS 39532 \ DEL 3 0 iuuv 

i 

Senator Thad Cochran 
US .  Senate 
113 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Nobember 1,2005 1 ' :c - MAIL~W 
_L__c 

Dear Senator Cochran: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Diane David' 
, #  

, . .  ., cc: 
The Federal Communicktitions Commission 
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James Coulter \ 7 n n ~  
3614 N. Hereford Lane, Philadelphia, PA 191 14-1909 f ULb J " - I 

Representative Allyson Schwartz 
U.S. House of Representatives 
423 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Schwartz: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and nual consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to late informztion on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not -equire companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consu .ner I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. A m  according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee bystem soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to munitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

James Coulter 

cc: i".' 

The Federal Communications Commission 
, .  ,. . ,  I: ,; , ~ 
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t J0hnB.A 
2821 Kwiston Rd,Niwara Falls,NY 14305-1819 . 'C - MAILROOF ., a 

November 1,2005 1130 AM 

Senator Hillaq Clinton 
US. Senate 
476 Russell Senate oftice Building 
Washington, E€ 20510-0001 

Subjfft: Re: Federal-State Joint Ehrd  on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communicetions Commissioni (FCC) position to ckange the U n i v e r d  Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat I-. Many of your constituents. including me, mg friends family and neighbors, 
will be negatively impacted by theunfair change proposed by theFCC. 

A gon know, USFiscumently collected on a revenuebasis. People who use more p a y  moreinto theaystem. If theKCchanges 
thatsystemtoaflat fee,that meQn~that~omeonewhou8e8onethou~ndmiautesamonthoflongdistance,paysthe~me 
amount intothefundassomeonewhouseslerominutwof longdistanceamonth. Constiheniswho- their limitedresources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelong distanceurnr~,likestudents,p~epaidwi~eleleg.users,seniorciti~ensandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to giveup their phones due tounaffordable monthly incream on their hills. Shifting 
thefundingburdenof theUSFfrom hishvolumatolow-~lumeuse~~isredicalaadunnecessanl. Inaddition,itwouldha"ea 
hqhly detrimental effect on small businesem all acrm America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,of w h i c h I e m a m e ~ ~ , k e e p s m e i n f o ~ e d ~ u t  theUSFismewithmonthly newlettersandup 
todateinfoxmationon theirwebaite,includinglinks torCCinformation. Whilelamaware that federallawdoesnot require 
companies toiaowr,o~"-along"th-feestotheirNltomers,theleality isthat they do. ~a~onsume~Iwouldl ikeensureI  
amchargedfairly. IftheFCCg-toanumbem taxdmy servicewillmst more. Andaccording totheCoalition'srecent 
meetingawith topFCCofficials. theFCChasplans tochange toaflat feesystem-nandwithout legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the isaueandcontinue tospread tbeword to my community. I request you- 
along my concerna to t h e K C  on my behalf, letting them know howa flat fee texcodd disproportionately a f f d  th- in your 
constituency. 

Thankyoufo~yourcontinuedworkand1lookfoorwardtoh~ngaboutyosr~itiononthismatter. 

Sincez l  y. , .  

J o b  Berds 
, ,.,  

cc: ,. , , ~ ,  

Th0 Federal Communications Commission 
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' DEC 3 0 2005 
DonnaZanievnlci 

285 Palladium Dr., Sulfside Beach, X 29575 : ̂ 'X - MAILRo(-~ 
.___2_ 

November17005 1152AM 

Senator Lindsey Graham 
UXSenate 
29oRu-ll SenateOfficeBuilding 
Washington. IX 20510-0001 

Subjfft:Re:Federal-State Joint Boardon Universal SewiceCCDocket 96-45 

D e a r  Senator Graham: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Gmmissiond (KC) psition to change the Universal Sewice 
Fund (USF)colletion method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
will be negatively impactedby theunfairchwepropmed by theFCC. 

As you know, USF ia currently collected on a revenue basis. Peoplewho use more p a y  more into the system. lI the FCC changes 
thatsystem toaflatfee,that meansthatsomeonewhousesonethouMndminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into theLndassomeonewhous~ze~ominutesoflong distanceamonth Gnstituentswhouse theirlimitedresources 
wisely &ould not be p e n a l i d  for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid w i d e l e s s  uaerq senior citizens and low- 
income residential and mral consumem, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increaaes on their bills. Shifting 
the funding buzden of the USFfrom high volume tolow-volume users is radical andunnaasary.  In addition, it would havea 
highly detrimental effect on small businessesall across America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,ofwhichlama me&r,keeps meinformedabout theUSFimewithmonthly newsletters andup 
to date information on their y+ite, including links to TCC infommtion. While I am aware that federal lawd- not require 
companies to -~~ ,or"~a long ' th~~feeato the ircus toms ,~  thereelityisthat they do. AsacoasumerIwouldlikeensureI 
amchagedfairly. If theTCCgoestoanumberstaxedmysenricewillcwtmo~e. Andacm~~ngtotheCoaliti0n'~xffent 
meetingswithtopTCCoffiaals,tbeTCChasplanstochangetoaflatfeesgstemsmnandwithoutlegislation. 

I w i U  continue tomonitordevelopmentson theissueandcontinue tospread theword tomg community. I request youpbs~ 
along my concern to thefCCon my behalt letting them knowhowaflat fee taxcoulddisproportionately affect thosein your 
constituency. 

Thank you fo~you~mntinuedwo~kandIlookforwardto hearing about yourposition on thismatter. 

Sincerely. 

DonnaLni&k 
~. . 

._ cc: 

The Federal Gqmyica t ioqs  Gmmission ,.. ,. 
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DEL 3 o 2005 

, - 7~ - MAILROOR !' 
Richard Lesko f 
1259 Lake Shore Dr. , Boyne City, MI 49712 

.- 
November I ,  2005 11:27AM 

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
U.S. Senate 
133 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Richard iesko . .  

CC' 

The Federal Comniunications.Comission 
' , '  



Senator Lamar Alexander 
US. Senate 
302 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Alexander: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. Ir. addition, it wocld tave a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constihlency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Billy Hewitt 

CC: +'-' 
The Federal Conmpnications Commissioq , ' <. , '  
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Senator John Thune 
US .  Senate 
383 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Thune: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Comnunications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Paula Heinricy 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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DEC 3 0 2005, 
I 

Patricia hendricks -T - MAlLROOQP 
PO box 217, CAMP WOOD, TX 78833 

November 1,2005 11:35 AM 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
US.  Senate 
284 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

I have serious concern regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF eom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my communky. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely. 

Patricia hendricks 

, .  cc: , ,  

The Federal Communications Commission 
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John S. Nelson 
89 Evangeline St. ,Rochester, NY 14619-2033 

' , - tnvED &.#iSPti 1 

1 DEC 3 0 2005 : 
5 November 1, 2005 11:28 hvl 

- MAILROOF -~ Senator Hillary Clinton ..L 

US.  Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to then customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cast more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

John S.Nelson 
. ,  

cc: . ,  ' i  ) , , .  

The Federal Communications Commission 
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Representative John Dmlittle 
US. House of Representatives 
2410Rayburn House OfficeBuilding 
Weshingeton. IX 20515-0001 

SuLjectRe:Federal-State Joint b a r d  on Universal SewiceCC W e t  96-45 

D e a r  Representative Dmlittle: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissiona'(FCC) position to change the Universal Senrice 
Fund (USF) mllection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
will benegatively impacted by t h e u n f a i l . c h a n g e p r b y  theFCC. 

As you know,USFiscurrently collectedona revenuebasis. Pmplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
that systemtoaflatfee,that meansthataomeonewhousesonethousandminutesamonthdlongdistance,paystheaame 
amount into thefundasmmeOnewhouses zero minuteoof longdistanceamonth. Gnstituentswhouae theirlimitedr-umes 
wisely shouldnot bepeaa l id fo rdo ings .  

Aflat fee taxmuldcause many low-volumelong distance user~~likestudents, prepaidwireleosusers,seniorcitilena and low- 
income residential and mral consumers, to give up their phones due to unafforddable monthly incream on their hills. Shikng 
thefunding burdenof theUSFfxomhighvolume tolow-volumeusersisradicalandunn-~~y. Inaddition,itwouldhavea 
k h l y  detrimental effect on small Lusineaes all aaws America 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,ofwhichIamamember,k- meinfoxmedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todate information on,their.website, induding links toFCCinfoxmation. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companies torecover,or"pasaalong"th-f- totLeil.custome~thereality isthat they do. Asacon~merIwouldlikeensureI 
amchayedfairly. If theFCCg-toanumbers t.x.dmysewicewillcwt more. AndaccordingtotheCoalition'szeceat 
meetings with topFCCoffidals, theFCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

Iwillmntinuetomonitordevelopmentson theissueandmntinuetospreadthewordtomy wmmunity. Irequest youpass 
alongmy~oncernrtotheFCConmybehalf,lettingthemknowhowaflatfeetaxmulddisproportionately affect thosein your 
mnstituency. 

~~~k~oufo~youiwnt inuedwo~kandI lookforwardtohear in~aboutyour~ i t ionon  thismatter. 

Sincerely, . ,  I .  , . .  

Thomas Wetmore 



106 Woodland Ct. # 2 ,  Laurel, MD 20707 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 
U.S. Senate 
309 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

__ 
i 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dean Vernon 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Aaron Mitchneck . "A* 

95 Wyoming St. , Wilkes-Bane, PA 18702 
v 
, .  

November I, 2005 11:05 AM 

Senator Arlen Specter 
U.S. Senate 
71 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should iiot be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the fundmg burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Aaron Mitchneck 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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I DEC 3 0 2005 - ~. Leon J Wlazlo i 

127 Nelson Frank Rd , Deposit, NY 13754 ' , -,>c - MAILROOF 
~'^I___ 

November 1,2005 11:35 AM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
U.S. Senate 
3 13 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my &ends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Leon J Wlazlo 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Diane Crupe L 

RR 4 Box 390E Washington Lands, Moundsville, WV 26041 z --c: - MAIL ROOF^ _ _  _.-- 
November 1,2005 11:27 AM 

Representative Alan Mollohan 
US .  House of Representatives 
2302 Rayburn House Office Bldg 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Mollohan: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC oficiais, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

, .  

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on tlns matter. 

Sincerely, 

Diane Crupe 

. .  , ,- cc: 
The Federal CommunicationsComission 
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3406 Glen Rock Lane, Roanoke, VA 24014 DEC 3 0 2005 I 
Senator John Warner 
US. Senate 
225 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Warner: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Leslie Sheryood 

. .  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Meg Brizzolara 
PO Box 393 , San Quentin, CA 94964 

November 1,2005 11:04 AM 

Representative Lynn Woolsey 
US. House of Representatives 
2263 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

--.- 
Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 , ..%ED-&M$p;u, c* r 

I 
d 

X C  3 0 2085 Dear Representative Woolsey: 
i 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many ofiy 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
yon pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in y o u  constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Meg Brizzolara 
, ,  . 

cc: 
. '  
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The Federal Coinmunicktion's Coinmission 
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marie eruski 

5153 C k k  
November 1,2005 11:27 AM 

Senator Carl Levin 
US.  Senate 
269 Russell Senate Office Buildkg 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Levin: 

I have serious concerns regardmg the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I wdl continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter 

Sincerely. 

mane pegski 
, . . . . . , , ,  
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Joan Thornquist nFr. 0 2005 'i 
11241 Pine Ridge Rd , Leeshurg, FL 34788 \ 

.. . 

Representative Ginny Brown-Waite 
US .  House of Representatives 
414 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subiect: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Brown-Waite: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change th. 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and nual consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joan Thomquist 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



i i Lynn Littlepage DEC 3 0 2005 : 
200 Washington Ave. W. #40, Magnolia, NJ 08049 I 

Senator Jon Corzine 
US. Senate 
502 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Corzine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) poskion to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constitueuts who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does uot require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my commuNtY. I request 
yon pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could dispropodionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, . . . ,  

Lynn Littlepage 

. .  cc: 
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FCC General Email Box 
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